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{TIBETAN} 00:00:11

First of all, begin by adjusting your motivation, thinking that you are here on this occasion to receive the most 
profoundly Mahayana teachings with the ultimate aim of reaching the state of enlightenment in order to be able to
benefit all mother sentient beings. With this thought in your mind, please adjust your motivation for listening, 
according to the instructions of all the great lamas of this tradition.

00:00:30 {TIBETAN} 00:01:43

Last week we were going through those verses that are an investigation in order to demonstrate that the person or 
the "I" or the self is none of the great elements. So, it is not the element of earth, of water, or fire, or wind. Also, it
is not the element of consciousness. Basically we want to say that when we look at those five aggregates, the five 
aggregates are just the basis of designation of the person. They are not the person itself. The person is imputed 
upon the aggregates. If the self existed from its own side, that self would either (a) have to be find-able amongst 
these bases of designation – in which case  we should be able ultimately to analyse and search, and ultimately 
you'll be able to find it there, and point your finger and say, here it is, I found it. Or (b) it would have to be a self 
that is totally unrelated to those aggregates. Completely out of those aggregates, as is the position of non-
Buddhists.

00:02:55 {TIBETAN} 00:04:07

When we investigate in this way we cannot find, at all, not even an atom of the self or the person existing within 
those five aggregates. As master Chandrakirti says, quoting from the Sutra, the person is not the five aggregates 
because the person is posited by relying upon the aggregates. It's not the aggregates. It is imputed upon the 
aggregates. Therefore the aggregates are not the person. Similar point made by master Buddhapalita where he 
says, that which is imputed in dependence upon something else cannot be the basis of imputation. If the imputed 
and the basis of imputation were the same, what would be the purpose of imputing?

00:05:03 {TIBETAN} 00:06:37

We are analysing the aggregates, and the self is not found upon investigation. So the question is who is 
investigating and is not finding the self? It is the logic analysing the ultimate, because this is exactly its area of 
investigation. As it has been taught within the subject of a special insight, when the logic analysing the ultimate 
investigates and does not find the self within the aggregates, that not finding does not harm its existence. It does 
not harm the existence of the self. But it harms something. So what is it that it harms? What does it that it stops? 
What is it that it negates? Puts an end to? It harms the idea that the self exists from its own side. Because exactly 
this is its area of investigation. That logic analysing the ultimate is analyzes “how does it exist?” “Does it exist 
from its own side or not?” If it existed from its own side, it should be something that this very analysing logic 
should be able to find. It does not find it, and therefore not finding gives us the certainty to say that it does not 
exist from its own side. It does not give us the certainty to say it does not exist at all.

00:08:16 {TIBETAN} 00:08:59

It's interesting, because we say that this logic that is analysing the ultimate does not find any conventional 
phenomena. The conventional phenomena that it does not find is, for example, the aggregates and so forth. But it 
doesn't find any conventional phenomena. Because it doesn't find it we also say it does not engage them. That 
doesn't mean they don't exist. But the logic analysing the ultimate is not the type of logic that is going to engage 
conventional phenomena. Why? Because it doesn't investigate them. It doesn't find them. They not its area of 
investigation.

00:09:41 {TIBETAN} 00:10:00
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What is the reason that the logic analysing the ultimate does not engage conventional phenomenon? The reason is
because if it analyses or if it searches for this type of phenomena, it does not find them. So it cannot engage them.

00:10:18 {TIBETAN} 00:10:30

It doesn't enter in or engage that area of investigation.

00:10:34 {TIBETAN} 00:12:17

We have a couple of examples to illustrate this point of not finding something because it's not your area of 
investigation. These are examples were given in the context of special insight. So we say, for example, that the 
eyes do not see sound. The fact that the eyes do not see sound does not mean that sound does not exist. It does not
prove that sound does not exist. Why do eyes not see the sound? Well, because it's not the object that can be 
engaged by visual awareness. Sound is not perceived by visual awareness. It's not its object of engagement. 
Because it's not its object of engagement, because it doesn't find it, it doesn't mean that we are going to conclude 
that there is no sound. That's one example. The other example is the example of the thief. The question is, is there
a thief? And you examine this house, this property, you go into every room and you don't find the thief in this 
room. Does that qualify you to say that there is no thief? No, it doesn't, because actually the thief could be next 
door. But we have not investigated next door, because the house next door is not the object or the location of our 
investigation. So just because we didn't find the thief here, it doesn't mean that the thief does not exist.

00:13:54 {TIBETAN} 00:14:21

The logic analysing the ultimate is only looking for one thing. It's only asking one question. Does it exist from its 
own side or not? It's not analysing conventional phenomena such as form and so forth, asking the question, “does 
that thing exist?” “How does it function?” “How is it?” And so forth. This whole issue that the logic analysing the
ultimate does not really analyse conventional phenomena asking, do they exist? do they not exist? And by not 
finding those things does not stop or does not negate the existence of conventional phenomenon. This is 
something that is discussed in detail in the special insight section. And for that reason, Lama Tsongkhapa, in his 
Essence of Eloquence, makes the comment saying that "I have commented on this," because he's referring to that 
section in Special Insight.

00:16:39 {TIBETAN} 00:17:50

As you can see, it begins by saying "therefore." And then we have and comma and it continues. "Therefore" 
means, previously he has given some reason, and now he continues from that. What is it that has been discussed 
previous to that? It's the whole question of how do we posit the existence or not of conventional phenomena. And
we say just because conventional phenomena might appear for a mistaken mind, that actually does not prove that 
these conventional phenomena exist. So we do not posit their existence merely by the fact that they appear to a 
mistaken mind. So for example, there is this idea of a self that appears to non-Buddhists. It appears to their mind 
that there is a self that exists in this and that way. It's a permanent self. It is a mistaken mind, and to a mistaken 
mind all sorts of things might appear. That doesn't mean that those things exist. So if this is not the way or the 
criteria that allows us to say that a conventional phenomena exists, how do we actually posit conventional 
phenomena?

00:19:11 {TIBETAN} 00:19:45

The example for that is that when you are mistaken, and you're looking at a piece of old rope, and your mind is 
thinking "snake." The idea of the snake has appeared to a mind that is mistaken. Does that mean that you have a 
snake in the room? No. The mind is mistaken. So what appears in a mistaken mind does not validate the existence
of that thing that appeared. It says, 

"Therefore, granting that (something's) conventional existence precludes its discovery by rational 
cognition investigating its mode of existence."1

1 Central Philosophy of Tibet by Robert Thurman, pp. 371
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What does it say here? We're talking about something that exists conventionally. But rational cognition that 
investigates its mode of existence does not find it. So those two things, why does it not find it? Because it's not 
it's object of investigation.

00:21:37 {TIBETAN} 00:22:37

So there can be an investigation that does not find, here we're going to look at two different things it does not 
find. There is investigation that does not find conventional phenomena, and at the same time the same 
investigation these conventional phenomena existing from their own side. And these two not findings --(1) does 
not find conventional phenomenon, (2) does not find existing from their own side, they occur at the same time, 
however they have different consequences. When you investigate, and you say "I did not find it to exist from its 
own side," when you have that discovery, then you can have this certainty that allows you to reach the conclusion
and say, therefore it does not exist from its own side. It gives you that certainty that allows you to exclude 
existence from its own side. So one type of not finding gives you the certainty to say “therefore, it cannot exist 
from its own side, it does not exist from its own side.” The other one, "I didn't find conventional phenomena," 
does not give you that certainty to say “therefore, conventional phenomena do not exist at all.” It doesn't give you
that certainty. That discovery does not allow you to negate the existence of conventional phenomena.

00:24:21 {TIBETAN} 00:27:58

So the actual point we are making is that at the same time there are two things that it does not find. It's the not 
finding. Why does it not find conventional phenomena? Because it's not its object. End of the conversation. It's 
like the eyes cannot see sound. Why? Because it's not its object. You don't need to say anymore. It doesn't find 
conventional phenomena. Why? It's not its object. It's not its area of investigation.

00:28:26 {TIBETAN} 00:29:33

Just this first phrase, it says "conventional existence precludes its discovery by rational cognition investigating its
mode of existence." Why does it preclude its discovery by rational cognition? Rational cognition, here, is the 
cognition or the logic analysing the ultimate. Why does the logic analysing the ultimate not discover it? Because 
it's not its object. Why? Because the logic analysing the ultimate is investigating to find whether something exists
from its own side or not. It investigates the mode of existence. So it should not come as a surprise that it does not 
discover conventional phenomena.

00:30:22 {TIBETAN} 00:31:31

Then it continuous by saying 

"still it is definitely necessary that it not be refuted by validating rational cognition." 

"Validating," here, means, usually we use the term 'valid awareness,' and rational cognition here refers to the 
logic investigating the ultimate. When something exists conventionally, it must fulfil three characteristics. (1) it 
does not contradict, or it does not harm what is commonly known/accepted in the world. That's characteristic 
number one. (2) It should not harm, does not go against, conventional valid awareness. (3) It does not harm even 
the valid logic analysing the ultimate. Here, it is jumping to the third characteristic. And then it continues, and 
says 

"and it is also necessary that it not be faulted by any other conventional validating cognition." 

So first he mentions number three of these criteria, and then he goes into number two, “it is not faulted by any 
other conventional validating cognition.” That's the number two criteria.

00:33:45 {TIBETAN} 00:33:46

Geshe la says when you were doing Special Insight you really went through those three characteristics in great 
detail. It would take time to cover again, that material.

00:33:59 {TIBETAN} 00:35:26
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Just very briefly, we say it must fulfil the three characteristics. This is a table. And someone comes and says, 
“look at this nice chair. It's a very nice reclining chair.” And you say, what reclining chair? This is a table. If you 
say that it is a reclining chair, you're going against what is accepted in the world. Everybody sees this as a table. 
This is the first criteria. It should not be faulted, or should not go against what is commonly agreed in the world. 
The second idea about the table: “Look at this table. This table is always there. It's a permanent table. It's a 
permanent fixture in my house.” It does not go against what is accepted in the world. However, it is faulted by 
valid awareness that has understood impermanence, which is the second criteria. It is valid awareness, not valid 
awareness that has realised the ultimate, that has realised emptiness, but valid awareness that has realised one of 
those conventional aspects, such as the impermanence. So you cannot say “this is a permanent table.” It (i.e., the 
valid awareness that has realised impermanence) will raise objection to that. Finally, someone looks at this table 
and says, “look at this table. It exists from its own side, and it performs this function. It is very functional. All of 
it from its own side.” Now it is the valid awareness that has realised the ultimate, that has realised emptiness, that
will find fault in this assertion. That will raise an objection. And it says, what are you talking about? There is 
nothing that exists from its own side. This table also does not exist from its own side. So this demonstrates how 
something should not be faulted by those three things if it exists.

00:37:39 {TIBETAN} 00:37:56

What has been stated so far with these three phrases? If something exists conventionally, it is definitely necessary
that it not be refuted by validating rational cognition. Meaning valid awareness that has realised emptiness. And it
is also necessary that it not be faulted by any other conventional validating cognition. "Other," here, meaning 
other than the one that has realised emptiness. For example, the valid awareness that realises impermanence. And 
then it says "because," he's going to give the reason, 

"it is necessary that (a thing's) conventional existence be established by validating cognition."

For a conventional phenomenon to exist, it must be realised by valid awareness. If valid awareness does not 
realise it, is not going to posit it. If valid awareness does not posit it, that thing does not exist.

00:39:20 {TIBETAN} 00:39:54

"Here, if one objects that such (a position) contradicts (the doctrine that) conventionally existent things 
are merely established on the strength of verbal conventions."

Someone raises the objection.

00:40:09 {TIBETAN} 00:41:07

What is the objection that someone raises here? It doesn't necessarily come very clear in the translation. You 
know how we have this expression where we say “you are superimposing.” When you are superimposing 
something, for something that does not exist, you say that it exists. And at that point you have this verbal 
superimposition. It's the verbal superimposition. So, he says, on one hand you're telling me that something exists 
conventionally. And the other term for conventionally, means through verbal convention. So he says, on one hand
you're telling me that it exists through verbal convention. But on the other hand, I know that when there is verbal 
convention, there is verbal superimposition. In which case I know that that is not a correct thing. So don't I have a
contradiction here? This is where they're coming from.

00:42:12 {TIBETAN} 00:42:23

They have this doubts because they do not correctly understand that when we say that something conventionally 
exists, or it exists through verbal convention, it is something which is merely imputed by the mind. So they don't 
understand that correctly.

00:42:39 {TIBETAN} 00:43:09
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If someone objects that, 

"(we respond that) this does not fault (our position). The word "merely" in the expression "superficially 
existent things such as persons are merely established on the strength of verbal conventions" excludes 
(the possibility that) the person is not established on the strength of verbal conventions.” 

It says here "the word 'merely' in the expression superficially existence..." Superficially existent means 
conventionally existent. Conventionally existing things such as persons. He's talking about the person, but 
actually whatever he's going to say about the person applies to all phenomena. "Conventionally existing things 
such as the person are merely established on the strength of verbal convention." What does it mean, "on the 
strength of mere verbal convention?" It means that merely the mind imputes that thing, over there. So there are 
only two possibilities. Either that the mind imputes over there, or that that thing exists from its own side. Since 
there is nothing that is not established by being merely imputed by the mind, all phenomena, all conventional 
phenomena come into existence merely through the power/strength of that verbal convention. Verbal convention 
meaning merely imputed by the mind. And the person is just an example. But it applies to all phenomena.

00:45:54 {TIBETAN} 00:46:03

That thing, here, "the verbal convention," it means merely a name. The mind is merely imputing a verbal 
convention about that thing. So it does not exist from its own side.

00:46:55 {TIBETAN} 00:46:57

What does the word "merely," in this expression, exclude? The word "merely," in this expression excludes the 
possibility that the person is not established on the strength of verbal convention. If I say to you, it is merely a 
name, a verbal convention, imputed by the mind, when I emphasise the word "merely," “it is just that,” it means I 
negate the possibility that it is not that. I say, all it is, is merely a name imputed by the mind. When I say that, it 
means it is not anything other than being merely a name, merely imputed by the mind.

00:47:51 {TIBETAN} 00:48:18

If something existed without being merely imputed by the mind, that thing would have to be truly existent. So if 
you're looking at this possibility of something which is the opposite of not being merely imputed by the mind, 
basically you're looking at the object of negation. This is what we are negating. Everything is imputed merely as 
a label by the mind. In dependence. So you can see in dependence upon this process of imputation. And if it is not
that, it's the object of negation.

00:48:59 {TIBETAN} 00:49:45

It's important, here, we say that all phenomena exist in this way. They are merely imputed by the mind. They are 
just a label that has been imputed by the mind. So all phenomena exist conventionally, and that also applies to 
emptiness. Emptiness is something that exists because it is merely imputed by the mind. So even emptiness exists
conventionally, like every other phenomenon. However, emptiness itself is not a convention.

00:50:22 {TIBETAN} 00:51:43

There is also the quotation from the Sutra that says “all phenomena exist conventionally, /and whereas they lack 
ultimate inherent existence, the conventional mind mistakenly imputes inherent existence upon them.” In that 
phrase, we have the word 'convention" or "conventionally" appearing twice. In the first line, he says, all 
phenomena exist conventionally. There he's referring to the fact that all phenomena are merely imputed by the 
mind. They exist as a label that has been imputed. So they exist conventionally. But then it says, the conventional 
mind imputes inherent existence, whereas inherent existence is actually lacking, it's missing. So this second 
reference to convention, conventional mind, is the mind of true grasping. It is the ignorance of true grasping that 
imputes inherent existence. So the verse actually introduces the mistaken awareness of true grasping with the 
second reference to convention/conventional.

00:53:06 {TIBETAN} 00:53:48
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There's another thing. We can play again with the words. Look at emptiness. Emptiness does not truly exist. If it 
does not truly exist, then it falsely exists, because it does not exist truly. The opposite of truly is falsely. So then 
does that make emptiness a falsity or something which is false? No, because emptiness is true. Because it exists 
the way that it appears. There's no discrepancy between these two.

00:54:28 {TIBETAN} 00:55:08

And then it continues by saying, 

"and does not exclude (the possibility that) the person is also established by validating cognition."

Who does not exclude all that? The word "merely." The word merely does not exclude the possibility that the 
person is established conventionally by valid awareness. What does it exclude? It excludes the possibility that the
person is established in a way that is not just imputed by the mind. So it excludes the possibility that is 
established from its own side.

00:55:50 {TIBETAN} 00:55:56

Basically, in that last phrase, here, it says that it does not exclude the existence of the person. The person exists 
because it is posited by valid awareness. It's established by valid awareness.

00:56:10 {TIBETAN} 00:56:31

You can see this is the response to the objection, and basically the doubt that they have. Because they say if 
you're telling me that the person is merely imputed by the mind, that means that the person does not 
conventionally exist. And we say, no the person conventionally exists. It doesn't harm the conventional existence 
of the person. Does not exclude the conventional existence of the person.

00:56:58 {TIBETAN} 00:57:30

When we hear that expression that says "it's merely imputed by the mind, it is just a label." Then you start 
thinking, oh well it's just a label, but there's nothing there in reality. This is what you're telling me, right? And we 
say no. When we say that it is just a label that is merely imputed by the mind, it doesn't mean that you do not 
have, in reality, a person there. It means that you do not have a person that is established from its own side.

00:58:01 {TIBETAN} 00:58:30

And then it says, "nor does it give..." So still we are talking about these words, the "merely" the "just." 

"nor does it give any indication that everything established on the strength of verbal conventions is (in 
fact) superficially existent."

 Nor does it give any indication that everything established on the strength of being merely imputed by the mind, 
as a label, merely labelled by the mind, is in fact "superficially existing," meaning conventionally existing.

00:59:17 {TIBETAN} 01:00:24

This is something that we have mentioned many times in the teachings. We say that if something exists, it 
necessarily is something that has been imputed by the mind. There is pervasion there. Anything that exists, if 
anything exists, necessarily it is something that is imputed by the mind. But the other way we don't have 
pervasion. If something is imputed by the mind, it doesn't mean that that thing is existent. So, for example, you're
looking at a piece of old rope, and your mind imputes "snake" on this, and you're thinking, oh, there's a snake. 
Just because it is imputed by your mind, it doesn't mean that that thing exists. This is what this sentence says. 
That using the word "merely" does not give any indication, it doesn't really allow you to say that everything 
established on the strength of verbal convention, in other words, everything that is imputed by the mind, is in fact
conventionally existing. Just because your mind has imputed that thing doesn't mean it is actually existent.

01:01:43 {TIBETAN} 01:02:26

Then it continues by saying, 
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"If you wonder what sort of non-conventional status of (things) is excluded (by the above expression, we 
can explain that)."

Here, Je Rinpoche goes into a more detailed analysis. He says, when we use this expression "merely labelled by 
the mind," that the word "merely" or "just," there, excludes the possibility that something exists without being 
imputed by the mind. So now he's going to investigate that a bit further.

01:03:08 {TIBETAN} 01:03:38

Where it says "what sort of non-conventional status," non-conventional, here, means not imputed by the mind. 
Conventionally existing means it is that which is imputed by the mind. So non-conventional, here, means not 
imputed by the mind. So let's investigate what will be that status. 

"we can explain that) if the referent designated by the convention "person" were to have intrinsically 
identifiable status, this would entail its having an existence by virtue of its own intrinsic reality and 
would not allow it to have existence (merely) by virtue of the subjective convention ("person")."

01:04:03 {TIBETAN} 01:06:32

We can explain that if the referent designated by the convention "person." Here, you can put the name of an 
actual person like "Tashi," "Jackie," whatever, "Jason," whatever. You have the referent designated by this 
convention. We use the name to talk about the person. This is how we find the person. So the referent is that 
person. If we're talking about Tashi, the referent of "Tashi" is the person, Tashi. "The referent designated by the 
convention," whatever the name of that person is, if that person were to have intrinsically identifiable status, 
meaning existing from its own nature, from its own side, this would entail its having an existence by virtue of its 
own intrinsic reality, and would not allow it to have existence merely by virtue of subjective convention. Who is 
he talking about? Apart from Tashi, he's talking about the Autonomy school. The Autonomy school says that the 
person is imputed by the mind, but the person also exists from its own side. So he's investigating this possibility, 
and he says, but actually if the person existed from its own side, it would not allow the possibility of being 
imputed by the mind. Why? Because it would exist from its own side. So really we are looking at the mode of 
existence. How does it exist? Does it exist from its own side? If it exists from its own side, then it stops us from 
imputing upon it, because it exists from some side.

01:08:51 {TIBETAN} 01:09:42

So just as Buddhapalita says, if the person were established from within its own aggregates, which means it is 
established from its own side, what use and what necessity would be there to impute the person upon the 
aggregates. It's already established from its own side. Why would you need to go and impute it? Imputation 
would be meaningless. So this is what he says. If it exists from its some side, you don't need to impute it, it 
wouldn't make any sense. So, as it says here, 

"would not allow it to have existence (merely) by virtue of the subjective convention ("person")."

01:10:23 {TIBETAN} 01:12:13

It says "(Thus,) this is the kind..." What kind? This is the kind of existence that is ruled out. So "this is the kind of
(non-conventional status, that is, intrinsically identifiable status)." So this type of existence is the one that is ruled
out. It has here, in parentheses "(by 'merely')." Geshe la is explaining that it is ruled out by the logic investigating 
the ultimate. But at the end comes to the same point. 

"Although such a kind (of non-conventional status) is negated by rational cognition, the (conventional) 
existence of the referents of conventional expressions such as "Yajna sees" is (nonetheless) established, 
since, if a conventional expression had no referent (at all), it would be faulted (even) by conventional 
validating cognition."

What does it say here? What we are ruling out is this particular type/kind of existence, existing from its own side.
But we are not ruling out the existence of the person. Why? Because if we rule out the existence of the person 
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that would contradict conventional awareness. Because, we say, it uses the expression, the name, Yajna. So not a 
common name. We used before Tashi or Jackie. So we say Jackie sees, Jackie reads, Jackie walks. Obviously the 
person exists. Conventional valid awareness tells us that Jackie exists. Otherwise all these expressions will have 
no meaning. So we're not ruling out the conventionally-existing Jackie. We are ruling out a particular kind of 
existence of Jackie, which is existence from her own nature. This is what we have negated.

01:14:41 {TIBETAN} 01:15:26

What we're saying here is that when we have the person Tashi, that person, Tashi, is merely imputed by the mind. 
When you say it is merely imputed by the mind, that thing negates or stops the idea that Tashi exists without 
being merely imputed. It means it negates or it stops the idea that Tashi exists, established from its own side. 
Otherwise we do not negate the conventional existence of Tashi. We say Tashi is eating, Tashi is reading, Tashi is 
walking down the street, and so forth.

01:16:09 {TIBETAN} 01:16:34

And then it says 

"And, in the context of a verbal convention and its referent, when a referent is found not to exist by its 
own intrinsic reality, its existence on the strength of convention is automatically established."

Geshe la was laughing here, because last week when you were given a handout, from this page we only had this 
line and a half. This week Geshe la decided to expand a little [laughter].

01:17:07 {TIBETAN} 01:18:13

This is something that we have mentioned before, that in terms of modes of existence, we can only have two 
possibilities. Either the referent exists from its own side, or it is something which is merely imputed as a label 
from this side, from the side of the mind, meaning the mind has merely imputed the label over there. There are 
only two possibilities. And the thing is if you exclude one of those possibilities, you're only left with one way that
it could possibly exist. And this idea, that the referent exists from its own side, from its own nature, is something 
that the logic that investigates the ultimate, such as, for example, the seven-fold reasoning, and so forth, really 
finds fault in that, really negates that, really puts an end to that. So if you negate one of the two possibilities, 
you're only left with the other possibility, which is it is merely imputed by the mind. So it conventionally exists 
by being merely imputed by the mind.

01:19:24 {TIBETAN} 01:20:11

What it says here, in the context of a verbal convention and its referent, it's saying basically you have two 
possibilities. In this context of two possibilities, that it's either a verbal convention, verbal convention means a 
label that is merely imputed by the mind. And what's the other possibility? The referent. So you have these two 
possibilities. When a referent is found to not exist by its own intrinsic reality, it means when it is not found to 
exist from its own nature, then that becomes the reason that you say its existence on this strength of convention is
automatically established. This is the logic that says I have two possibilities. If I eliminate one possibility, which 
is that it exists from its own side, I'm only left with one possible way of existence. It cannot exist this way. So it 
can only exist that way.

01:21:23 {TIBETAN} 01:22:52

When you have two possibilities, basically your job is to eliminate one possibility, so that you can say it's the 
other one. This means that the logic that is doing this investigation has to be exactly spot on. Spot on in the sense 
of very accurately recognising the object of negation. If it over negates or if it under negates, it will not be able to
successfully carry out this investigation. It will not be able to exclude one possibility and say therefore there's 
only one way it can exist. So last week, Geshe la gave this example of over negating, with the example of not 
knowing what is rubbish. You're supposed to clean the room, and not clearly identifying what is the rubbish you 
throw away everything that is in the room. But that is over negating. So all the furniture, everything has gone. So 
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you have come to the extreme of nihilism here, everything out. Or if you're under negating, you sweep, and at the
end the room is still dirty because there's still rubbish left behind. So unless that logic analysing the ultimate 
really identifies that object of negation precisely, if it does not identify it as it should be, it is not the logic 
analysing the ultimate. It cannot do the job.

01:24:32 {TIBETAN} 01:24:47

Probably we stop here.

01:24:48 {TIBETAN} 01:24:58

Okay, so we stop here, where it says "automatically established." We stop here for today.
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